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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: page 2, 
paragraphs [0002] and [0003] fail to disclose the patent application number for the co- 
pending applications. The title of the invention is not descriptive. Appropriate correction 
is required. 



Double Patenting 

2. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 
644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 



3. Claims 1-6, 9-20 provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 
7,8,9,11,12,14,15, 18 of copending Application No. 10/674,840 (it will be referred to as 
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#840 from now Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because 

Claim 1 of the instant application is drawn to storing in memory at least one of 
audio data and video data of an event, the video data comprising a series of picture 
frames (e.g. claim 1 of #840 teaches a memory for storing at lease one of I) video data 
of an event and ii) audio data of an event); storing at least one of the audio data and the 
video data in a loop buffer (e.g. claim 6, which depends on claim 1, of #840 disclose 
a loop buffer storing audio and video data); and transferring the contents of the loop 
buffer to the memory to provide at least one of time-delayed audio data and time- 
delayed video data, the time-delayed audio data and the time-delayed video data 
preceding the event (e.g. claims 5 and 7, which depend on claim 1, of #840 teach 
transferring the content of the loop buffer to memory, and the data in the loop buffer 
provides time-delayed). 

Claim 18 of # 840 also encompasses all the limitation of claim 1 of the instant 
application as discussed above. 

Claim 11 of the instant application is rejected for the same reasons as discussed 
in claim 1 of the instant application above with further limitation: I) multiple regions of 
interest within a signal picture frame and ii) multiple regions of disinterest within the 
single picture frame (claim 1 and 18 of #840 teach I) multiple regions of interest within 
a signal picture frame and ii) multiple regions of disinterest within the single picture 
frame). 
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Claim 18 of the instant application is rejected for the same reasons as discussed 
in claim 1 1 of the instant application above with further limitation: transferred at a bit rate 
associated with the region of interest (claim 1 and 18 of #840 disclose transferred at a 
bit rate associated with the region of interest). 

Claims 7, 8, 9, 11, 14 15 and 12 of #840 encompass the limitations of claims 2, 

3, 4, 5, 6, 9 and 10 of the instant application, respectively. 

Claims 9, 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 3 and 1 of #840 encompass the limitations of claims 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19 and 20 of the instant application, respectively. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact'been patented. 

4. Claim 7 of the instant application is provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 
claims 1,2, 3, 5, 6, 7,8,9,11,12,14,15, 18 of copending Application No. 10/674,840 (it 
will be refer to as #840 from now no) and further in view of Fiore et al (US 
2002/0,191,952 A1). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other 

See the teach of #840 above. 

Regarding claim 7, #840 fails to teach interfacing with a switch to transfer the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory. Fiore et al teach interfacing with a switch to 
transfer the contents of the loop buffer to the memory (e.g. paragraph [0047], swapping 
between RAM 19 and File system 17 from the circular buffer, "interfacing" corresponds 



Application/Control Number: 10/674,995 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2621 

to a wire). It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of claim 7 into the teaching of #840 to 
increase the capacity of the storage device. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

5. Claim 8 of the instant application is provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 
claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7,8,9,11,12,14,15, 18 of copending Application No. 10/674,840 (it 
will be refer to as #840 from now no) and further in view of Tak (US 2003/0,109,972 
A1). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other 
See the teach of #840 above. 

Regarding claim 8, #840 fails to teach interfacing with a vehicle controller. Tak 
teaches interfacing with a vehicle controller (e.g. paragraph [0064]). It would have been 
obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the teaching of Tak into the teaching of #840 to monitor the speed of a vehicle to ensure 
the safety of the driver. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1, 2, 6, 7 and 10 are are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Fiore et al (US 2002/0,191,952 A1). 

In regards to claim 1, Fiore et al teach a method, comprising: 

• storing in memory at least one of audio data and video data of an 
event, the video data comprising a series of picture frames (e.g. 
paragraph [0046]-[0048], analyzer 18 triggers an event); 

• storing at least one of the audio data and the video data in a loop 
buffer (e.g. paragraph [0046]-[0048], data frames are stored in the 
circular storage buffer 1 5); and 

• transferring the contents of the loop buffer to the memory to provide 
at least one of time-delayed audio data and time-delayed video 
data, the time-delayed audio data and the time-delayed video data 
preceding the event (e.g. paragraph [0046]-[0048], the frame data 
is buffered from the head of the circular to the tail of the circular 
buffer, which corresponds to a time delay. The frames are 
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transferred to the file system 17 from the circular buffer 15 or 
transfer to RAM 19, see paragraph [0067]). 

Regarding claim 2, Fiore et al teach applying a set of rules to transfer the 
contents of the loop buffer to memory (e.g. paragraph [0067] disclose the data in the 
circular buffer is transferred to the RAM with a fixed format described by the memory 
mapped file 110, wherein the format, which corresponds to a set of rules, is decrypted in 
paragraph [0064]-[0065]). 

Regarding claim 6, Fiore et al teach communicating the contents of the loop 
buffer via a communications network (e.g. paragraph[0069]). 

Regarding claim 7, Fiore et al teach interfacing with a switch to transfer the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory (e.g. paragraph [0047], swapping between 
RAM 19 and File system 17 from the circular buffer, "interfacing" corresponds to a wire). 

Regarding claim 10, Fiore et al teach interfacing with means fro sensing the 
event (e.g. paragraph [0049], event interface 21). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claimsll, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Fiore et al (US 2002/0,191,952 A1), in view of Krishnamurthy 
etal (US 6,496,607 B1). 

In regards to claim 11, In regards to claim 1,, Fiore et al teach a method, 
comprising: 

• storing in memory at least one of audio data and video data of an 
event, the video data comprising a series of picture frames (e.g. 
paragraph [0046]-[0048], analyzer 18 triggers an event); 

• storing at least one of the audio data and the video data in a loop 
buffer (e.g. paragraph [0046]-[0048], data frames are stored in the 
circular storage buffer 15); and 

• transferring the contents of the loop buffer to the memory to provide 
at least one of time-delayed audio data and time-delayed video 
data, the time-delayed audio data and the time-delayed video data 
preceding the event (e.g. paragraph [0046]-[0048], the frame data 
is buffered from the head of the circular to the tail of the circular 
buffer, which corresponds to a time delay. The frames are 
transferred to the file system 17 from the circular buffer 15 or 
transfer to RAM 19, see paragraph [0067]).). 

Fiore et al fail to teach specifying at least one of i) multiple regions of interest 
within a single picture frame and ii) multiple regions of disinterest within the single 
picture frame; Krishnamurthy et al teach specifying at least one of i) multiple regions of 



Application/Control Number: 10/674,995 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2621 

interest within a single picture frame and ii) multiple regions of disinterest within the 
single picture frame (e.g. column 6, line 62-column 7, line 10). It would have been 
obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the teaching of Krishnamurthy et al into the teaching of Fiore et al to increase the quality 
of or resolution for the region of interest (Krishnamurthy et al, column 7, lines 5-10). 

Claim 18 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 1 1 above and 
further limited with a bit rate associated with the region of interest. Column 6, lines 45- 
60 of Krishnamurthy et al teach a rate control module 130 to control the bit rate and 
code the different regions of the frame with different bit rate according to their 
importance or interest level, which corresponds to a bit rate associated with the region 
of interest. 

Regarding claim 19, Fiore et al teach applying a set of rules to transfer the 
contents of the loop buffer to memory (e.g. paragraph [0067] disclose the data in the 
circular buffer is transferred to the RAM with a fixed format described by the memory 
mapped file 110, wherein the format, which corresponds to a set of rules, is decrypted in 
paragraph [0064]-[0065]). 

Regarding claim 16, Fiore et al teach communicating the contents of the loop 
buffer via a communications network (e.g. paragraph[0069]). 

Regarding claim 13, Krishnamurthy et al teach applying a set of rules when 
specifying the multiple regions of interest and the multiple regions of disinterest (e.g. 
column 6, line 45- column 7, line 10, different coding standards for various areas of the 
frame according to the difference in importance corresponds to "a set of rules"). 
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Regarding claim 14, Fiore et al teach applying a set of rules to transfer the 
contents of the loop buffer to memory (e.g. paragraph [0067] disclose the data in the 
circular buffer is transferred to the RAM with a fixed format described by the memory 
mapped file 110, wherein the format, which corresponds to a set of rules, is decrypted in 
paragraph [0064]-[0065]). 

Regarding claim 20, Krishnamurthy et al teach applying a set of rules to 
dynamically vary the bit rate of the transferred contents of the loop buffer (e.g. column 
6, line 45- column 7, line 10, different coding standards for various areas of the frame 
according to the difference in importance and the bit rate of the data stream is vary due 
to this reason). 

Regarding claim 15, Fiore et al teach interfacing with means fro sensing the 
event (e.g. paragraph [0049], event interface 21). 

8. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et al 
(US 2002/0,191,952 A1) as applied to claim 1 above. 
See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 3, Fiore et al teaching transferring the content of the loop 
buffer to the file system 17 (e.g. paragraph [0048]). However, Fiore et al fail to specify 
the file system 17 is a mass-storage device. The examiner takes official notice for the 
mass-storage device. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized a mass-storage device as a file system to 
increase the storage capacity. 
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9. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et al 
(US 2002/0,191,952 A1) as applied to claim 1 above. 

See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 4, Fiore et al teaching transferring the content of the loop 
buffer to the file system 17 (e.g. paragraph [0048]). However, Fiore et al fail to specify 
the file system 17 is an optical storage device. The examiner takes official notice for the 
optical storage device. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have utilized a mass-storage device as a file system to 
increase the storage capacity. 

10. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et al 
(US 2002/0,191,952 A1) as applied to claim 1 above. 

See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 5, Fiore et al teaching transferring the content of the loop 
buffer to the file system 17 (e.g. paragraph [0048]). However, Fiore et al fail to specify 
the file system 17 is a flash memory storage device. The examiner takes official notice 
for the flash memory storage device. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized a mass-storage device as a 
file system to increase the storage capacity. 
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1 1 . Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et al 
(US 2002/0,191,952 A1) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tak (US 
2003/0,109,972 A1). 

See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 8, Fiore et al fail to teach interfacing with a vehicle controller. 
Tak teaches interfacing with a vehicle controller (e.g. paragraph [0064]). It would have 
been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the teaching of Tak into the teaching of Fiore et al to monitor the speed of a 
vehicle to ensure the safety of the driver. 

12. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et 
al (US 2002/0,191,952 A1) and Krishnamurthy et al (US 6,496,607 B1) as applied to 
claims 1 1 and 1 8 above. 

See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 12, Fiore et al teaching transferring the content of the loop 
buffer to the file system 17 (e.g. paragraph [0048]). However, Fiore et al and 
Krishnamurthy et al fail to specify the file system 17 is an optical storage device. The 
examiner takes official notice for the optical storage device. It would have been obvious 
for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized a 
mass-storage device as a file system to increase the storage capacity. 
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13. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et al 
(US 2002/0,191,952 A1) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Maeda et al 
(US 6,763,071 B1). 

See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 9, Fiore et al fail to teach tagging the video data with metadata, 
the metadata providing a description of the contents. Maeda et al teach tagging the 
video data with metadata, the metadata providing a description of the contents (e.g. 
column 12, lines 53-67). It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Meada et al into the 
teaching of Fiore et al to tag the video data of the loop buffer for prompt identification of 
the video. 

14. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiore et 
al (US 2002/0,191,952 A1) and Krishnamurthy et al (US 6,496,607 B1) as applied to 
claims 1 1 and 1 8 above, and further in view of Maeda et al (US 6,763,071 B1 ). 

See the teaching of Fiore et al above. 

Regarding claim 17, Fiore et al and Krishnamurthy et al fail to teach tagging the 
video data with metadata, the metadata providing a description of the contents. Maeda 
et al teach tagging the video data with metadata, the metadata providing a description 
of the contents (e.g. column 12, lines 53-67). It would have been obvious for one 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
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Meada et al into the teaching of Fiore et al and Krishnamurthy et al to tag the video data 
of the loop buffer for prompt identification of the video. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Tarn (US 2004/0,052,501 A1); Freeman etal (US 7,088,387 B1); 
Kirsten (US 5,724,475); 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daquan Zhao whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1119. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Fri. 7:30 -5, alt Fri. off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tran Thai Q, can be reached on (571)272-7382. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like asstelajJce from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automate>1hiormatiQp 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272MO0tff/ ^# 

Daquan Zhao J\ (fc^"k< 0 




Tran Thai 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 



